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Abstract 
Mini-publics are the most lauded device for institutionalising deliberative democracy, and 
ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐ have been the most used type. They are seen as an opportunity for citizens to 
deliberate on important and contentious issues, and to revise their preferences in light of 
deliberation. This paper analyses three ŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐconducted in different locations in 
Scotland on the contested topic of onshore wind farms. The locations were selected 
according to proximity to windfarms, and the three juries were held successively from 
September 2013 to February 2014. Although part of a research project, the cŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ
were nonetheless designed to inform Scottish policy debate about both wind farm 
development and public involvement in decision making on this topic. Ove two days, the 
jurors addressed, together, ƚŚĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ P  ?tŚĂƚ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƚŚĞ ŬĞǇ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ ĨŽƌ
ĚĞĐŝĚŝŶŐ ĂďŽƵƚ ǁŝŶĚ ĨĂƌŵ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ? ĂŶĚ ǁŚǇ ? ?Accordingly, the jurors were invited to 
engage with long-term considerations regarding policy, energy generation and climate 
change. Using findings from mixed methods research, this paper reflects on the extent to 
which the cŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐǁĞƌĞ  ?ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ?, and the potential of democratic 
innovations to counter short-term thinking in policy and decision-making.  
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Introduction 
Mini-publics are the most lauded device for institutionalising deliberative democracy, and 
ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƚŚĞŵŽƐƚƵƐĞĚƚǇƉĞ (Elstub 2014). They are seen as an opportunity 
for citizens to deliberate on important and contentious issues, and to revise their 
ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ŝŶ ůŝŐŚƚŽĨĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?dŚŝƐƉĂƉĞƌĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐ ƚŚƌĞĞĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ ŝŶ
different locations in Scotland on the contested topic of onshore wind farms. Although part 
of a research project, the cŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐwere nonetheless designed to inform Scottish policy 
debate about both wind farms and public engagement processes. The job of the jurors was 
ƚŽ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ ƚŚĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ P  ‘tŚĂƚ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƚŚĞ ŬĞǇ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ ĨŽƌ ĚĞĐŝĚŝŶŐ ĂďŽƵƚ
ǁŝŶĚĨĂƌŵĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚǁŚǇ ? ?ĐĐŽƌĚingly, the cŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐwere invited to engage 
with long-term considerations regarding policy, energy generation and climate change. 
Using findings from mixed methods research, the paper will reflect on the extent to which 
the cŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ considered judgements that suggested that they were seriously 
 ‘ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ? ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŽĨ ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝĐ ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ ƐŚŽƌƚ-
term thinking in policy and decision making.  
The paper is divided into five sections. The first section outlines the connection that has 
been made between deliberative democracy and environmental rationality, which is then 
ƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ ŝŶƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƚǁŽ ?^ĞĐƚŝŽŶƚŚƌĞĞƚŚĞŶŐŝǀĞƐĂŶŽǀĞƌǀŝĞǁŽĨƚŚĞƚŚƌĞĞ
juries and the related research project. Section four gives an overview of energy generation 
and wind farm policy in Scotland. In section five we analyse the nature of considered 
judgement that occurred in the juries and assess evidence of long-term thinking based upon 
three criteria: information gains, preference change, and the collective principles produced 
by each jury. We conclude by suggesting that alƚŚŽƵŐŚĂůůƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůũƵƌŽƌƐ ?ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ
were mixed with respect to environmental rationality, the collective principles produced by 
each had strong similarities that indicated long-term thinking had occurred. 
1. Deliberative Democracy and Environmental Rationality 
If environmental sustainability is to be promoted, long-term decision-making is required, as 
by definition this is not a short term goal. In addition, environmental sustainability requires 
compromises on self-interest and the sacrifice of short-term goals and gains. It has been 
suggested that this is most likely to be achieved through community participation in 
localised decision-making and planning (Coenen et al., 1998; Plumwood, 1998: 569; Arias-
Maldonado, 2007: 240). With the rise to prominence of deliberative democracy, within 
3 
 
democratic theory and practice, it is further asserted that not just any form of democracy 
will achieve environmental goals. In particular, participation in public debate will encourage 
participants to offer public reasons, commensurate with long-term thinking and common 
goods like environmental sustainability (Dryzek, 1990, 2000; Barry, 1999; Gundersen, 1995; 
Eckersley, 2000, 2004; Smith, 2001; Baber and Bartlett, 2005; Arias-Maldonado, 2007: 245). 
Deliberative democracy is justifiable independently of its suggested ability to lead to 
environmentally sustainable decisions (Arias-Maldonado, 2007), however, its prominent 
justifications (prudential, procedural and epistemic) relate to the various connections that 
have been made between deliberative democracy and environmental sustainability.  
The prudentialist justification asserts that deliberative democracy enabůĞƐ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ ?Ɛ
preferences to become more informed and therefore autonomous (Festenstein, 2002, 
p.103; Elstub, 2008). By including all participants in dialogue the deliberative process 
increases the availability of relevant information (Manin, 1987: 349; Sunstein, 1984: 1702; 
Elstub, 2008:  ? ? ) ĞŶĂďůŝŶŐ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ  ‘ƚŽ ŐƌĂƉƉůĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ ŽĨ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ ?  ?EŝĞŵĞǇĞƌ ?  ? ? ? ?: 348). This is especially important as 
environmental problems are currently not understood well by most citizens (Baber and 
Bartlett, 2006: 56).  
The proceduralist justification highlights how deliberative democracy embodies a fair set of 
procedures (Festenstein, 2002:102-103; Warren, 2002: 193; Elstub, 2006: 304-305). Due to 
inclusion being so central to the norms of deliberative democracy, where it is envisioned 
that all views should be heard, it is argued that certain views and opinions, such as 
environmental concerns, that are often marginalised in other decision-making methods, will 
ŐĂŝŶ Ă  ‘ǀŽŝĐĞ ? ĂŶĚ ďĞ ĞŶƐƵƌĞĚ ĚƵe consideration. This means that interests of nature and 
future generations are enfranchised and will at least be considered (Goodin, 1992: 847).  
The epistemic justification argues that deliberative democracy can lead to true or just 
decisions (Bohman, 1998:403; Festenstein, 2002:. 99; Warren, 2002: 192; Elstub, 2006: 304). 
Processes of deliberative democracy encourage the reasons exchanged and the resulting 
ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ƚŽ ďĞ  ‘ƉƵďůŝĐ ? ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĞĂŶƐ ƚŚĞǇ ŵƵƐƚ ďĞ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚĂďůĞ ĂŶĚ
acceptable to all citizens (Bohman, 1996: 26). Public reason then encourages citizens to find 
ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐĨŽƌĂƌƌĂŶŐĞŵĞŶƚƐƚŚĂƚǁŝůůŶŽƚ ‘ŶĞŐůĞĐƚƚŚĞŐŽŽĚŽĨŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ?ŽŚĞŶ ? ? ? ? ?: 197). It is 
this potential to produce public reason that has motivated green theorists (Dryzek, 1990, 
2000; Crosby, 1995; Barry 1999: 214-215; Gundersen, 1995; Eckersley, 2000, 2004; Smith, 
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2001; Ward, et al, 2003; Baber and Bartlett, 2005) to argue that democratic deliberation 
could lead to the promotion of the public good of greater environmental sustainability. 
Deliberative democracy promotes public rationality, but the deliberative environmentalists 
ĂƌŐƵĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ ĐĂŶ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ŝŶƚŽ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ ? ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ ĂƐ  ‘ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞ ? ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐ ?
ĂŶĚ ůŽŶŐ ƚĞƌŵ ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ? ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? ďĞĐĂƵƐĞsustainability can be rationally 
established as a common good (Gundersen, 1995: 22) and possibly the most generalisable of 
all generalisable goods (Dryzek, 1990: 55; Zwart, 2003: 24; Niemeyer, 2004: 363). 
ĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂĐǇ ŝƐ ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ƚŽ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ  ‘ƉƵďůŝĐ ƌĞĂƐŽŶ ? ĂƐ ƐĞůĨŝƐŚ ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ ǁŝůů ďĞ
unconvincing to others and participants in a deliberative debate will want to convince others 
to gain support for their proposals, so will consider public values and the interests of others 
to achieve this (Miller, 1993: 82; Benhabib, 1996: 72; Elster, 1997: 12; Elstub, 2006: 306). 
Due to this it is suggested by environmental theorists that deliberative democracy can 
extend beyond a consideration of the interests of other citizens to the environment, 
whereby deliberative participants connect their lives and roles with that of the environment 
and become aware of how they are interdependent (Dryzek, 1990, 2000; Gundersen, 1995; 
Sagoff, 1998: 221; Eckersley, 2000: 120; Smith, 2001; Baber and Bartlett, 2005). This can 
result ŝŶĂŶĂďĂŶĚŽŶŵĞŶƚŽĨ ‘ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƵƚŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ? ?^ĂŐŽĨĨ ? ? ? ? ?: 221) and a greater 
ĨŽĐƵƐŽŶƌĞĂƐŽŶƐĨŽƌƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŚĂƚĚŽŶŽƚƌĞůĂƚĞƚŽŽŶĞ ?ƐŽǁŶŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ?sĂůĂĚĞǌ ? ? ? ? ?). 
What all three justifications of deliberative democracy have in common, and the key reason 
why this approach to democracy is thought to promote environmental rationality, is that 
citizens deliberating together enables collective judgement, which can facilitate long term 
thinking. Because considered judgement requires the understanding of the technical details 
of the decision and preferences of other relevant citizens, deliberative democrats argue that 
collective and public debate is required P ‘ƉƵďůŝĐĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĨƌĞĞĂŶĚĞƋƵĂůĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŝƐƚŚĞ
core of legitimate political decision-making and self-ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?  ?ŽŚŵĂŶ  ? ? ? ? ) ? /ƚ ŝƐ
ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ĐƌƵĐŝĂů ĨŽƌ ĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚƐ ĨŽƌ ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ƌĞŇĞĐƚĞĚ ƵƉŽŶ ? ƚŽ ďĞ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚĂŶĚƚŽƌĞŇĞĐƚƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐĂŶĚďĞůŝĞĨƐŽĨŽƚŚĞƌĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? 
Mini-publics are the method that has received the most attention in terms of 
institutionalising deliberative democracy, while it has also been the subject of most 
empirical studies. Much of the empirical turn in deliberative democracy hailed by Dryzek 
(2010) can therefore be attributed to the study of various mini-publics (Elstub 2014). 
Consequently, most of the empirical evidence that links citizenƐ ? deliberation with the 
generation of environmental rationality comes from mini-publics too. We believe the 
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relationship between deliberative democracy, mini-publics and long-term thinking, on the 
environment, requires further scrutiny. Moreover, we want to analyse the extent that a 
particular type of mini-ƉƵďůŝĐ ?ƚŚĞĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌǇ, can contribute here. 
2. ŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?:ƵƌŝĞƐ and Environmental Rationality 
The relatively recent rise of mini-publics is based on the resurrection of the Athenian 
method of representation by lot. In theory this rise was instigated by Dahl (1989) and his 
ŝĚĞĂŽĨĂ ‘ŵŝŶŝƉŽƉƵůƵƐ ? ?&Žƌ'ŽŽĚŝŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ŵŝŶŝ-publics are democratic innovations that 
are made up of ordinary, non-ƉĂƌƚŝƐĂŶ ? ůĂǇ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ĂŶĚ ĂƌĞ  ‘ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ƐŵĂůů
enough to be genuinely deliberative and representative enough to be genuinely 
ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝĐ ? ?  dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŐŽĂů ŝƐ ƚŽ ƐƚƌŝŬĞ Ă ďĂůĂŶĐĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĞƚŝng choice of 
rule by deliberative elites or non-deliberative masses. Either a random or stratified sample 
ŽĨƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ŝƐƐĞůĞĐƚĞĚƚŽĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĂ  ‘ĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝǀĞŵŝĐƌŽĐŽƐŵ ?ŽĨƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ?ǁŝƚŚ
each citizen having an equal chance of being selected. Participants are remunerated, the 
discussions are facilitated, and experts provide evidence and advocacy of relevant 
information and positions and are then cross-examined by the lay citizens (Fishkin and 
Luskin 2000). They are usually issue specific, and dissolved as soon as the issue has been 
deliberated (Dryzek 2010: 59). Despite these common features, there are a variety of types 
of mini-ƉƵďůŝĐ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ ? ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ ĐĞůůƐ ? ĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐ ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ?ĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ
polls and citizen assemblies.  
The mini-ƉƵďůŝĐƐ ŵŽƐƚ ĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇ ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ h< ĂƌĞ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐ  ?ĂǀŝĚƐŽŶ ĂŶĚ
Elstub 2014). Citizens ? juries were first established in 1971 in the USA by Ned Crosby of the 
Jefferson Centre, but have been employed in many other countries since then including the 
UK, Netherlands, Ireland, France and Australia (Crosby and Nethercut 2005). Approximately, 
12-25 randomly stratified selected participants are assembled for 4-5 days to discuss an 
issue and produce a collective recommendation. This process costs approximately £16,000 
to £30,000 per jury (Davidson and Elstub 2014). According to its originators, cŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐ
are designed to provide jurors with some control over the process including facilitation, 
choice of witnesses, and the nature of interaction with the witnesses (Crosby and Nethercut 
2005: 114).  
dŚĞƌĞŚĂƐďĞĞŶƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇǁŝĚĞƐƉƌĞĂĚƵƐĞŽĨĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐŝŶƚŚĞh< ?ǁŝƚŚŚƵŶĚƌĞĚƐďĞŝŶŐ
set up to deliberate on a vast array of issues (Delap 2001). Gordon Brown lauded them as a 
means of reinvigoƌĂƚŝŶŐ ůŽĐĂů ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂĐǇ ? &Žƌ Śŝŵ ? ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ  ‘ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ Ă ƐƵďƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ ĨŽƌ
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ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝǀĞ ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂĐǇ ďƵƚ ĂŶ ĞŶƌŝĐŚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŝƚ ?  ?ƌŽǁŶ ? ? ? ? ) ? >ŽĐĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?
government agencies and health authorities have been particularly active in utilising this 
form of ĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝǀĞŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵ ?ǁŝƚŚŵĂŶǇďĞŝŶŐƌƵŶďǇƚŚĞ<ŝŶŐ ?Ɛ&ƵŶĚ ?ƚŚĞ/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞĨŽƌ
Public Policy Research and the National Institute for Clinical Excellence (Smith 2009: 108). As 
ĂĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐŚĞĂůƚŚŝƐƐƵĞƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĐŽǀĞƌĞĚďǇĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐŝŶ the UK, such 
as services for the dying, health care rationing and the funding and future of the NHS more 
generally. However, they have also been employed in relation to offer policy input on many 
environmentally relevant issues, for example waste management, GM food and crops, and 
nanotechnology (Davidson and Elstub 2014). 
With respect to the aforementioned aspects of considered judgement, preference change 
following deliberation certainly seems commonplace in ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐ ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ in the UK 
jurors nearly all changed their preferences (Coote and Lenaghan 1997; McIver 1997; Stewart 
et al. 1994; Parkinson 2006: 98; Smith 2009: 95; French and Laver 2009). However, more 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚůǇ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ ƚŚĞ participants to reach a collective 
recommendation on the issue at hand. For Smith (2009: 100) this means that they can be 
more creative and develop novel ideas and solutions than mini-publics (such as planning 
cells and deliberative polls) ǁŚĞƌĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐĂƌĞũƵƐƚĂŐŐƌĞŐĂƚĞĚ.  
EŵƉŝƌŝĐĂůĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ĨƌŽŵĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌǇĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚƐ  ?ŽŽƚĞ ĂŶĚ >ĞŶĂŐŚĂŶ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ^ŵŝƚŚ ĂŶĚ
Wales, 2000) has also suggested a greater environmental rationality will be developed 
amongst the participants as a result of their participation. For example in the UK, in the 
ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŽĨǁĞƚůĂŶĚĂƌĞĂƐŝŶƚŚĞ&ĞŶƐ ?ůĚƌĞĚĂŶĚ:ĂĐŽďƐ ?
2000); waste management in Hertfordshire (Kuper, 1997); co-ordination of environmental 
activities across the South of Scotland and enhancement of air quality in Edinburgh (Kenyon 
et al., 2001), we see that the resulting recommendations reflect ecological concerns. 
Similarly, in a citizen jury in Queensland Australia an underlying environmentally rational 
consensus was released through the deliberative process as private interests were 
dissipated (Niemeyer, 2004). Such evidence indicates that citizens are capable of 
deliberating about complex environmental problems (Renn et al, 1995; Webler et al, 1995; 
Crosby, 1995; Smith, 2001), and that their preferences can become more environmentally 
sensitive in light of new information, than they were at the start of the deliberative process. 
This evidence indicates that long-term thinking on environmental issues can then be 
ĐƵůƚŝǀĂƚĞĚŝŶĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐ ? 
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As mini-publics rely on a sample of citizens, a ƉƌŽďůĞŵǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝƌ  ‘ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ ? 
arises as to whether a different sample of citizens, with different experts and different 
briefing materials, would have different preferences post deliberation (Sturgis et al. 2005: 
33). ŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐcan be potentially more affected by this issue since they are not 
comprised of a scientific sample (Fishkin 2009). However, they can also be potentially less 
affected because they result in collective judgements supported by reasons, and the reasons 
are then crucial for others to then consider whether they feel an appropriate judgement has 
been made. Ultimately Smith argues that we are expecting too much from mini-publics if we 
ƚĂŬĞ ƚŚŝƐ ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵ ƚŽŽ ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐůǇ P  ‘Ăůů ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ƌeally hope is that they come to considered 
ũƵĚŐŵĞŶƚƐƚŚĂƚƌĞĨůĞĐƚƚŚĞĚĞŵĂŶĚƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƌƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ? ?^ŵŝƚŚ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ĂƐĞůĞĐƚĞĚ
legislative assemblies would also reach differing judgments depending on the make-up of 
the assembly. This is true, but legislative assemblies are elected, and the make-up of them 
has then been chosen and determined to an extent, by the citizenry themselves. Moreover, 
part of the reason why those politicians have been chosen is precisely because of the sorts 
of considered judgements that they are perceived to make. Therefore we want to analyse 
ƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚƚŚĂƚĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐĐĂŶůĞĂĚƚŽůŽŶŐ-term thinking in the form of environmental 
ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ ? ďƵƚ ĂůƐŽ ƚŽ ƐĞĞ ŝĨ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐĂƌĞ ĂƐƐĞŵďůĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ŝƐƐƵĞ, 
whether there is any similarity in the considered judgements they produce. 
3. dŚƌĞĞĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐŽŶǁŝŶĚĨĂƌŵĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝŶ^ĐŽƚůĂŶĚ 
Having reviewed relevant debates on mini-publics, and before presenting our initial findings, 
we now outline key characteristics of the project. The project runs from April 2013 to 
January 2015 and is sponsored by the Edinburgh Centre for Carbon Innovation
1
 and 
ClimateXChange
2
. 
Three cŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐwere held in different locations in Scotland (Table 1 and Figure 1), 
which were selected according to their exposure to wind farm developments  Wone location 
where there is a wind farm, one where a wind farm has been proposed and another where 
there are no existing or proposed wind farms nearby W while the population size of the towns 
was kept as similar as possible. Each jury was comprised of between 15 and 18 participants 
selected to represent a cross-section of Scottish citizens. The jury was held over two 
                                               
1
 http://www.edinburghcentre.org  
2
 http://www.climatexchange.org.uk  
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Saturdays, two to three weeks apart, and jurors were compensated for their participation 
(£70 for day 1 and £100 for day 2). 
Table 1. Three Scottish Citizens' Juries on Wind Farms 
Jury 
number 
Dates Location Main town 
population 
Wind farms Local 
Authority 
Area / 
population 
1 26
th
 October and 16
th
 
November 2013 
Coldstream 1,813 No existing or 
proposed wind farms 
Scottish 
Borders / 
109,270 
2 9
th
 and 23
rd
 of 
November 2013 
Helensburgh 14,626 Wind farm has been 
proposed 
Argyll & 
Bute / 
91,190 
3 18
th
 January and 1
st
 
of February 2014 
Aberfeldy 1,895 Existing wind farm Perth & 
Kinross / 
137,520 
 
Figure 1. Jury locations: Coldstream (Scottish Borders), Helensburgh (Argyll and Bute), and Aberfeldy (Perth 
and Kinross) 
 
Source: http://www.scottish-places.info/scotland.html  
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Participants were recruited by the research company Ipsos MORI using a face-to-face 
approach conducted door-to-door and in-street. This entails sending trained recruiters to 
the area where the jury will be held, to enlist jurors according to a pre-agreed specification. 
The main advantages of this approach  Waccording to Ipsos Mori (Recruitment report) W are 
that:  
x The recruitment is undertaken in the immediate run up to the jury so drop outs are 
less likely.  
x It usually ensures a good rate of participation, as people are less likely to refuse to 
take part in a jury when approached by a recruiter in person. 
x Attendance rates tend to be higher because of the face-to-face commitment jurors 
have made. 
x The jurors tend to be more representative of the population because they are less 
self-selecting than those recruited through the electoral roll. 
Citizens were selected to broadly represent the Scottish demographic profile of gender, age, 
and income (see Table 2). A hidden question in the recruitment process allowed the 
selection of participants with a range of interest in wind energy. The group also represented 
ĂŵŝǆƚƵƌĞŽĨǁŽƌŬŝŶŐƐƚĂƚƵƐ ? ? ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ ŝŶĐŝǀŝĐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐǀŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌŝŶŐŽƌĂĐƚŝǀŝƐƚ
work, and a range of attitudes towards the environment. The jury topic remained unknown 
to the participants prior to the event to minimize the self-selection of an already ?engaged 
ŵŝŶŽƌŝƚǇ ? ƐŽ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ǁĂƐ ǀĂŐƵĞůǇ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ĂƐ  ‘ƉƵďůŝĐ
ĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ŝƐƐƵĞƐ ? ? ZĞĐƌƵŝƚĞƌƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ ƚŽ ŝŶĨŽƌŵ
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ĂŶǇ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ Žƌ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƚŽƉŝĐ. The 
decision to introduce the event in this way was to give a broad sense of what the events may 
be about  Wotherwise people may be more reticent to sign up W without disclosing that they 
were about wind farm development. Each jury was held over two full days, either 2 or 3 
weeks apart (Figure 2). The process was designed and facilitated by two engagement 
practitioners whose approach is outlined in Escobar (2011) and Faulkner (2011). At the start, 
participants were presented with the overall task for the CJ:  SdŚĞƌĞĂƌĞƐƚƌŽŶŐǀŝĞǁƐŽŶǁŝŶĚ
farms in Scotland, with some people being strongly opposed, others being strongly in favour 
and a range of opinions in between. What should be the key principles for deciding about 
wind farm development in Scotland, and why?" 
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Table 2. Participant recruitment (aggregate of the 3 ŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐ) 
 Target (%) Actual (%) 
 Gender   
 Male  
 Equal split 
 44% 
 55% 
 Female 
 Age   
 18-24 
 20%  20% 
 25-54 
 50%  53% 
 55+ 
 30%  26% 
 Working status   
 Full time 
 Mix 
 32% 
 8% 
 16% 
 Part time 
 Not working 
 Income   
 under 15,999 per year 
 40%  28% 
 £15,600 and £31,199 
 20%  32% 
 £31,200 and £51,999 
 10%  16% 
 £52,000 or above 
 5%  8% 
 Civic activities   
 Have taken part in one or more activities 
 Mix 
 50% 
 ,ĂǀĞŶ ?ƚƚĂŬĞŶƉĂƌƚ 
 50% 
 Attitudes towards wind farms in Scotland   
 Should be more  
 Mix 
 45% 
 Should be fewer 
 24% 
 Current level about right 
 31% 
 Attitudes towards the environment   
 Very interested 
 Mix 
 76% 
 Fairly interested 
 Not very interested 
 24% 
 Not at all interested 
 
On the first day, after an introduction and some preparatory work for the process, there 
were three witness sessions, where the jury heard brief presentations from one or two 
ǁŝƚŶĞƐƐĞƐĨƌŽŵƵŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚŝĞƐ ?E'K ?ƐŽƌƚƌĂĚĞďŽĚŝĞƐ ?dŚŝƐǁĂƐĨŽůůŽǁĞĚďǇĂůŽŶŐĞƌƐĞƐƐŝŽŶĨŽƌ
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scrutiny, where the jurors first worked in groups to prioritise key questions, and then 
interrogated the witnesses in plenary. The three sessions were: 
(i) Energy and Climate Change: The jury heard from one witness, an academic who 
sought to present an impartial overview. 
(ii) tŝŶĚŶĞƌŐǇ PdǁŽǁŝƚŶĞƐƐĞƐ ?ŽŶĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐƚŚĞĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ‘ĨŽƌ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƚŚĞ
ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ‘ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ?ǁŝŶĚƉŽǁĞƌ ? 
(iii) Wind Farms: Two witnesses (different from those in session two), one presenting 
ƚŚĞĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ‘ĨŽƌ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƚŚĞĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ‘ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ?onshore wind farms.  
Figure 2. Overall structure 
 
In case the jurors wished to learn more between the two days, each participant was 
provided with a user friendly Handbook
3
, which presented background information about 
climate change and energy, and linked to many resources for further information in a range 
of formats. After day 1, the witnesses were given list of questions that were not addressed 
in the plenary due to time constraints, and that were not answered in the Handbook. Their 
written answers were circulated to the jurors approximately a week before day 2. 
On the second day, the jurors set the agenda by agreeing key themes to structure the day 
and worked through a series of deliberative sessions, which eventually led to the group 
 ‘ǀĞƌĚŝĐƚ ? ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƚĂƐk  Wa series of prioritised statements that expressed their principles for 
wind farm development and summed up the various opinions in the group. 
 
                                               
3
 The Handbook was prepared by staff at ClimateXChange, with suggestions and oversight by the Stewarding Board. 
Day 1 
Learning phase: 
Introduction to the 
process + witness 
sessions 
2-3 weeks: jurors take 
away information packs 
and receive responses 
to outstanding questions 
from Day 1 
Day 2 
Deliberative phase: 
Jurors set the agenda and 
work together on the task 
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Methods 
The project entailed a parallel mixed methods research design (Teddlie and Tashakkori, 
2009) comprising six data sources: 
x observation fieldnotes by one ethnographer and one evaluator per jury;  
x survey questionnaires; 
x ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĞƌƐĂŶĚĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŽƌƐ ?ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝǀĞŶŽƚĞƐ ? 
x audio recordings of all the sessions; 
x transcriptions of the materials produced by the juries, i.e. the principles statements; 
x and interviews with witnesses and members of the Stewarding Board following the 
juries. 
An interim report on the project methodology and scope has been published online. We 
have just begun data analysis, and therefore this paper focuses only on some preliminary 
results from the survey questionnaires. At the start and end of each jury day participants 
were asked to complete a questionnaire. Several questions were repeated through the 
process, allowing panel analysis of the information (Table 3). This enables us to ascertain, for 
ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?ƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚŽĨƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?knowledge gains and preference changes. Furthermore, 
it will also enable us in future analysis to see when the greatest preference changes 
occurred, helping us to understand if information gains or deliberation seem more 
influential. Please note that we will use the abbreviation QA for questionnaire, alongside the 
number that indicates whether the QA was administered at the start (QA1) or end (QA2) of 
day 1, or at the start (QA3) or end (QA4) of day 2.  
Table 3. Questionnaires 
 
 
 
 
 
However, before we present our initial findings, we will first highlight the relevance of the 
issue of wind farms in Scotland to long-term thinking and environmental rationality. 
Day Questionnaire No. No. of Sections No. of Questions 
Day 1 
QA1 8 40 
QA2 6 32 
Day 2 
QA3 6 23 
QA4 9 39 
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4. Wind farm development in Scotland 
Wind farm development in Scotland provides an ideal issue and context to analyse the 
ĞǆƚĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐcan produce long-term thinking; energy policy has significant 
implications for climate change; the benefits renewable energy, and wind farms in 
particular, for the environment are disputed, and Scotland has ambitious targets to increase 
energy supply from renewable sources. 
/ƚŝƐƐĂŝĚƚŚĂƚ P ‘DŽƌĞƚŚĂŶƚǁŽƚŚŝƌĚƐŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ?ƐĐĂƌďŽŶĚŝŽǆŝĚĞĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĐŽŵĞĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ
ǁĂǇ ǁĞ ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞ ĂŶĚ ƵƐĞ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ?  ?d/  ? ? ? ? P  ? ) ?Thus changes in energy production and 
consumption are considered key to meeting international targets relating to reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions (e.g. UNFCCC). Whilst reducing energy-related emissions can 
come through various means (for example; reducing consumption or increasing efficiency) 
UK energy policy places significant emphasis on the development of clean (low-carbon) 
energy supply (Aitken 2012). 
Wind power represents the most mature and market-ready renewable energy technology 
currently available (www.renewableuk.com). Additionally it is a technology which is well-
suited to the geographies of Northern Europe - and the UK in particular - given the abundant 
wind resource (EEA Technical Report No. 6 2009). Indeed the UK is acknowledged to have 
one of the greatest wind resources in Europe with much of this in Scotland (DECC 2011, Toke 
et al 2008). 
There are a number of benefits noted in relation to the development of wind power, for 
example wind power is described as being a cheap source of energy in comparison to other 
forms of renewable energy and, moreover, with rising fossil fuel prices wind power has been 
predicted to have the potential to become competitive with conventional sources like gas 
and coal fired power plants (Traber & Kemfert 2011). The relative cheapness of wind power 
comes in part from the fact that wind power developments have no fuel requirements 
during operation. In addition wind power is considered to be a clean source of energy being 
relatively emission-free during the operational stage of its lifecycle (Guezuraga et al 2012). A 
third benefit often discussed by proponents of wind power relates to positive impacts on 
local economies in areas where wind farms are developed. To a limited extent this comes 
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about through the creation of jobs during construction of wind farms, but to a greater 
extent relates to new sources of finance available to community groups through the creation 
of community benefit funds. Such funds typically represent an income of around £5000 per 
MW and are available to community groups to spend on local facilities or projects (Aitken 
2010). This can represent a significant amount of money becoming available to community 
groups. 
However, wind power is also a subject of much controversy and the benefits described 
above are routinely contested and challenged. For example, whilst supporters of wind 
power may describe it as a cheap source of energy others point to the subsidies in place to 
support the development of the technology which are said to create a false impression of 
the real costs of wind power developments (e.g ? dĂǆ WĂǇĞƌƐ ? ůůŝĂŶĐĞ  ? ? ? ? ) ? tŝŶĚ ƉŽǁĞƌ
developments are also criticised as being inefficient as they are reported to have an average 
capacity factor of around 30% (and some studies suggest this could be significantly lower, 
e.g. Boccard 2009) - meaning that due to fluctuations in wind speeds they do not operate at 
full capacity 70% of the time. Additionally, critics of wind power have argued that whilst 
wind farms may be relatively emission-free while operational the manufacture of turbines 
and construction of wind farms can entail significant emissions. Particular concerns have 
been raised about the construction of wind farms on peat land since peat bogs act as carbon 
sinks and where these are drained for construction the result can be significant carbon 
emissions meaning that overall carbon savings from the wind farm are not realised (Smith et 
al 2014). This is particularly relevant for Scotland, where soils are characterised by having 
high carbon content. A further frequent objection to wind power and one which has 
received significant public attention relates to potential impacts on birdlife through loss of 
habitat and deaths from collisions with turbine blades. However such concerns are typically 
countered by arguments that such impacts can be mitigated through proper siting of wind 
turbines (http://www.rspb.org.uk/ourwork/policy/windfarms/). There is also much debate 
regarding potential impacts on tourism with many opponents to wind farms arguing that the 
construction of wind turbines represents an industrialisation of rural landscapes and that 
this may deter tourists from visiting areas which are renowned for their natural beauty (e.g. 
see: http://www.mcofs.org.uk/tourism.asp). Such arguments relate to the issue of visual 
impact which is widely acknowledged to be the most significant factor influencing local 
opposition to proposed wind farm developments (Wolsink 2007). Concerns about the 
despoliation of landscapes are often vocalised when wind farm developments are proposed. 
These  W among a broad range of other local issues and concerns  W have resulted in wind 
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farms becoming a controversial subject matter and proposed developments are routinely 
met with significant, highly vocal localised opposition (Toke 2005). 
Wind farms have proven to be particularly controversial in Scotland. The issue of on-shore 
wind farms is one of vital importance to current Scottish affairs, with the future of energy 
generation at a critical crossroads.  Current debates around energy policy are framed by 
reference to increasingly dire warnings about climate change and the impacts of 
dependence on fossil fuels; reliance on finite energy sources from regions of political 
instability and predicted fuel shortages; and hugely costly new developments which will not 
come on grid for many years. The need for renewable energy has never been clearer.  In 
light of these different contingencies, the Scottish Government leads the UK, and Europe, 
with the scale of its ambition for renewable energy generation.  Indeed, the ambition is to 
lead the world in the generation of clean energy. 
In 2011, the Scottish Government published a Routemap for Renewable Energy in Scotland 
in 2020, which established a target for the equivalent of 100% of electricity demand in 
Scotland to be met from renewable sources by 2020, and targets for an increase in 
renewable heat generation, as well as an increase in community and local ownership of 
renewable eŶĞƌŐǇ ƐĐŚĞŵĞƐ ? dŚĞ^ĐŽƚƚŝƐŚ'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?ƐĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐŽŶƌĞŶĞǁĂďůĞĞŶĞƌŐǇ ŝƐ
such that:  
Renewable energy is a central element of our strategy for a successful Scotland. 
^ĐŽƚůĂŶĚ ?Ɛ ǀĂƐƚ ƌĞŶĞǁĂďůĞ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ĐƌĞĂƚĞ ŵĂũŽƌ ũŽď ĂŶĚ ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ
opportunities and  W as part of a wider, balanced energy mix - will deliver secure, low 
carbon and cost-effective energy supplies (Scottish Government, 2013:3). 
And yet there is a problem; while they are the most market ready and widely diffused form 
of renewable energy, proposed wind farms are often met with public opposition which can 
be highly vocal and vociferous (Haggett, 2009). This public opposition often leads to lengthy 
delays in planning processes and is considered to represent a significant obstacle to the 
meetŝŶŐŽĨŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůƚĂƌŐĞƚƐĨŽƌƌĞŶĞǁĂďůĞĞŶĞƌŐǇĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?ŝƚŬĞŶ ? ? ? ? ) ?dŽŬĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )
study of planning applications finds that local public opposition was the key reason for wind 
farms being rejected.  Further, opposition to projects causes costly and time consuming 
delays for those projects (Haggett, 2008), as well as contributing to a negative image of the 
renewables industry more generally (Aitken et al, 2014).  
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Research on understanding why this is the case has largely fallen into a positivistic 
frameǁŽƌŬ  ?ůůŝƐĞƚĂů ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? WĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐĂƌĞŽĨƚĞŶĂƐƐĞƐƐĞĚ solely via opinion polls 
and quantitative surveys, which not only very often provide only superficial data which is 
devoid of context, but can actually give a misinformed understanding of that opinion (Bell et 
al, 2005; Aitken 2010).  For example, asking people whether they support wind energy and 
in general (which most people do) and then asking them whether they support a particular 
wind farm (which often they may not) presents people as neatůǇ ĨŝƚƚŝŶŐ ŝŶƚŽ Ă  ‘EŝŵďǇ ?
categorisation.  This well used acronym suggests that people selfishly support a 
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝŶƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞďƵƚĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚƚŽƐƵĨĨĞƌƚŚĞĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐŽĨŚĂǀŝŶŐŝƚŶĞĂƌƚŚĞŵ ?
and would prefer it to be sited elsewhere.  In the energy debate, this explanation is 
surprisingly widespread for both renewable (Burrell, 2005 Kahn, 2007). In fact, what the in-
depth empirical research on wind farms has found is that very few people do neatly fit into 
this category (Wolsink, 2007; Van der Horst, 2007; Devine-Wright, 2005; Haggett, 2010).  As 
ǁĞůůĂƐďĞŝŶŐŝŶĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞ ? ‘EŝŵďǇ ?ŝƐĂůƐŽƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞƚĞƌŵŝƐƌĂƌĞůǇĚĞĨŝŶĞĚďƵƚ
has many implicit assumptions, usually negative, included within it  W it is never a 
ĐŽŵƉůŝŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ĐĂůů ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ Ă  ‘ŶŝŵďǇ ? ?  dŚĞƐĞ ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŝ ĐůƵĚĞ ĂŶ ƵŶƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐ
agreement that various developments are required, but that for selfish, irrational, parochial, 
small-minded reasons, people are wilfully and ignorantly preventing the siting of necessary 
developments in their local vicinity.  What a growing body of research from around the 
world suggests is the situation is far more complex than this, and that opposition stems from 
a wide range of reasons, sometimes far removed from Ă ƉĞƌƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ďĂĐŬǇĂƌĚ ?   /ŶĚĞĞĚ ?
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĞǆƉůŽƌĞ ŝŶ ĚĞƉƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ŽĨ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐ ? ƚŚĞŝƌ ǀĂůƵĞƐ ?
their beliefs, and understand how they are formed, leads to an important misunderstanding 
of why people protest, and if and how wind farms could be developed in the future. 
Research that has explored these values and beliefs in a meaningful way has found that 
ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ŬĞǇ ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ƵƉŽŶ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ĂďŽƵƚ ǁŝŶĚ
farms.  Firstly, research has shown that regulators and developers ignore the contingencies 
of the context in which they are attempting to develop at their peril.  The specifics will vary 
between each location  W but understanding what they are in each case is crucial, as the local 
social, economic, political and historical context of any particular place will shape attitudes 
towards any new development (Haggett, 2009; Wustenhagen, et al., 2007).  Devine-Wright 
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉƐƚŚŝƐ ŝĚĞĂƚŽƚĂůŬĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞŽĨ  ‘ƉůĂĐĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞĂƚƚĂĐŚŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚƉĞŽƉůĞ 
have to their local environment; views about appropriateness and value are developed in 
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the context of any immediate surroundings (Devine-Wright, 2009).  It is therefore crucial to 
ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŝŶǁŚŝĐŚƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐǀĂůƵĞƐĂƌĞĨŽƌŵĞĚ ? 
Secondly, conflicts over wind farms epitomise the disjuncture between the local and the 
global; and perceptions of this disjuncture influence values and opinions.  While issues of 
global warming may be far removed from everyday life, immediate and tangible risks and 
disbenefits are not.  There may be national and international benefits from a reduction in 
the use of fossil fuels, but the proportional reduction in carbon dioxide emissions for each 
person who lives near a wind farm may be a small and intangible compensation.  Related to 
the disjuncture between local and national priorities are tensions over who owns and 
controls any development.  The relationship between local people, and developers and 
regulators is therefore crucial in forming attitudes; while developers may espouse 
environmental values they are often suspected of profiteering (Toke and Elliot, 2000; 
Wustenhagen et al., 2007).  Ultimately, people may position themselves as much against 
those who might profit from the siting of a development as much as a development itself 
(Wolsink, 1996; Gray et al., 2005; Jobert et al., 2007; van der Horst, 2007).  Support and 
opposition for renewables is largely contingent on the relationships that people have with 
developers, and the existence and extent of trust, cooperation, and mutual understanding 
between them. The local context, associated risks and costs, and relations with outsiders all 
have the power to shape support and protest. 
Thirdly, related to all of these, but perhaps most important, are the processes of decision 
making.  If people feel distanced or excluded from decisions that affect them, this 
encourages suspicion and hostility towards those decisions (Jobert et al., 2007; Gross, 2007).  
Indeed, a lack of communication between local people, developers, and decision makers is 
ƚŚĞ  ‘ƉĞƌĨĞĐƚ ĐĂƚĂůǇƐƚ ? ĨŽƌ ĐŽŶǀĞƌƚŝŶŐ ůŽĐĂů ƐĐĞƉƚŝĐŝƐŵ ĂŶĚ ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐ ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ ǁŝŶĚ
farms into actual actions against specific projects (Wolsink, 1996; 2007, Aitken 2009).  It is 
also important to consider the auspices under which engagement with stakeholders and the 
public over renewable energy is carried out, and the effect that this has (Haggett, 2009). A 
ŵŽĚĞůŽĨĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂƐ ‘ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?ŝƐƚŚĞŵŽƐƚǁŝĚĞůǇƵƐĞĚ ?ďƵƚƚĞŶĚƐƚŽďĞƚŚĞ
least effective (Breukers and Wolsink, 2007; Agterbosch et al, 2008, Haggett, 2008).  Chilvers 
ĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞŚŽǁƚŚŝƐ ‘ďŽƚƚŽŵ-ůŝŶĞ ?ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŝŐŶŽƌĞƐƚŚĞƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ
of and importance accorded to more thorough forms of engagement.  All too often 
engagement has been conceptualised instrumentally as a means to an end (e.g. as a 
mechanism for overcoming or avoiding public opposition) rather than as an opportunity to 
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open up debate, understand local sentiments or improve outcomes (Aitken 2010, Aitken 
2012). 
An alternaƚŝǀĞƌĞĂƐŽŶƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞǁŝƚŚƉĞŽƉůĞŝƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞĂ ‘ƌŝŐŚƚ ?ƚŽƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞŝŶ
ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŵĂǇ ĂĨĨĞĐƚ ƚŚĞŵ ?  'ƌŽƐƐ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƐƚƵĚǇ ŽĨ ƌĞŶĞǁĂďůĞ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ŝŶ ƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ
makes a useful distinction between perceptions of fairness of outcomes and fairness of 
process, and in her interesting discussion argues that both of these are vital for encouraging 
ĂĐĐĞƉƚĂŶĐĞ ?&ŽƌƐŽŵĞ ?ĂĨĂŝƌƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝƐŵŽƐƚŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚ “ǁŝůůĂůůŽǁĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨ
the merits and impacts of the proposal, thereby helping determine wŚĂƚĂŐŽŽĚŽƵƚĐŽŵĞŝƐ ?
(2007:2734).  Gross concludes that people should therefore be allowed to participate so that 
ƚŚĞǇ “ŚĂǀĞƚŚĞŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇƚŽƐƉĞĂŬĂŶĚďĞŚĞĂƌĚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ? 
In recent years there has been recognition within the literature that there is a need for more 
qualitative studies to explore how wind farms are perceived and experienced by members of 
the public and to understand the complexities of public responses (Aitken 2010, Devine-
Wright 2005). This is seen to be essential for understanding the transitory, conditional and 
adaptable nature of public opinions and examining the ways in which geographical, 
temporal, socio-political or cultural factors influence and alter public responses. It has also 
been recognised that there is a need for greater deliberation and dialogical forms of public 
engagement in order to explore informed public opinions and the ways in which opinions 
form and change through deliberation.  In this context, mini-publics provide a forum for 
exploring meaning and value in depth, for understanding not only what people think, but 
ǁŚǇƚŚĞǇƚŚŝŶŬ ŝƚ ? dŚĞǇĞǆƉůŽƌĞƚŚĞƌŽůĞŽĨƚƌƵƐƚĂŶĚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚŚŽǁƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛ ŝĚĞĂƐ
are formed and can be changed.  It provides a way of understanding, in a holistic and 
meaningful way, how a sustainable energy future might be achieved.  It is therefore clear 
that there are a number of barriers and obstacles to achieving long-term thinking about 
environmental issues in general and renewable energy and wind warms in particular, but 
also reason to think that mini-ƉƵďůŝĐƐ ĂŶĚ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ Ă
contribution to facilitating more long-term thinking. This issue of on-shore wind farms is 
ƚŚĞŶĂŚŝŐŚůǇƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ ŝƐƐƵĞƚŽƚĞƐƚƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚƚŚĂƚĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐĐĂŶƉƌŽŵŽƚĞůŽŶŐ  Wterm 
thinking on environmental issues. We now turn to our preliminary findings from the three 
ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƐĐƌƵƚŝŶŝƐĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ũƵĚŐŵĞŶƚŽŶ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
issues. 
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5. Considered Judgement ŝŶƚŚĞŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?:ƵƌŝĞƐ 
This section presents findings on two key dimensions of considered judgement, namely, 
information gains and preference change. 
Information gains 
/Ĩ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ ĂƌĞ ƚŽ ŐĞŶƵŝŶĞůǇ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞ ƚŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ůŽŶŐ-term 
thinking on wind farms, we would expect to see information gains on issues of climate 
change and renewable energy. The survey of the jurors was used to gauge the factual 
knowledge of the jurors on the topics of (1) climate change and (2) energy by examining the 
number of correct answers
4
 to a set of questions. Table 4 shows the questions we asked and 
the percentage of correct answers to questions about climate change at the start (QA1) and 
end (QA4) of the jury process. Participants decided if statements (a)  W (e) ǁĞƌĞ  ‘dƌƵĞ ? Žƌ
 ‘&ĂůƐĞ ? ? dŚĞ A? ŽĨ ĐŽrrect responses are shown in this table for QA1 and QA4, and the 
ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŽ  ? ‘ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? ) ? 'ƌĞĞŶ ƐŚŽǁƐ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? ƌĞĚ ƐŚŽǁƐ ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ
change. 
                                               
4
 tĞƚƌĞĂƚĞĚ ‘ŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁ ?ĂŶĚŝŶĐŽƌƌĞĐƚĂŶƐǁĞƌƐĂůŝŬĞ ?ďƵƚǁĞŝŶƚĞŶĚƚŽĚŝƐĂŐŐƌĞŐĂƚĞƚŚĞƐĞŝŶĨƵƚƵƌĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ? 
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Table 4. Correct answers on climate change  
 
From QA1 to QA4 there was a slight increase of correct answers in 3 out of 5 questions. Part 
 ?Ě )ĚŝĚŶŽƚĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?ĂŶĚƉĂƌƚ ?Đ )ĚĞĐƌĞĂƐĞĚŶƵŵĞƌŝĐĂůůǇŝŶ:ƵƌǇ ?ĂŶĚ ? ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚǁĞŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚ
tested for statistical significance yet. Interestingly, the overall starting knowledge about 
climate change was significĂŶƚůǇůŽǁĞƌŝŶ,ĞůĞŶƐďƵƌŐŚƚŚĂŶƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌũƵƌǇ ?Ɛ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞŽǀĞƌĂůů
ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐǁĂƐĂůƐŽŵĂƌŬĞĚůǇ ůŽǁĞƌ ?dŚĞƌĞŵĂǇƉĞƌŚĂƉƐďĞĂŶĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨ  ‘ďĞůŝĞĨ ? ŝŶĐůŝŵĂƚĞ
change that was confounding the performance, which may be revealed when we analyse the 
questions about their opinions of climate change in future work. It is important to also note 
that the issue of climate change was only minimally explored during the witness sessions, 
although 50% of the jurors sought additional information in their own time. 
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As Figure 3 shows, the total number of correct answers across the 3 juries increased from 
QA1 to QA4. By the end of the jury process, 83% of the jurors answer 4 or 5 questions 
correctly.  Figure 3 shows the number of correct answers per jury. Jury 3 (Aberfeldy) showed 
the most information gains, with all the jurors answering 4 or 5 questions correctly by the 
end of the process, and all jurors answering parts (a) and (e) correctly (see Table 4 above). 
Figure 3. Total number of correct answers (aggregate) 
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Figure 4. Total number of correct answers (per jury) 
The questions to gauge knowledge of energy generation show more pronounced learning 
between the start of day 1 (QA1) and the end of day 2 (QA4). This may in part be explained 
by the fact that this topic was far more prominent in both the learning and the deliberative 
phases. Table 5 shows the questions we asked and the number of correct answers at the 
start and end of the jury. Participants decided if statements a - ĚǁĞƌĞ ‘dƌƵĞ ?Žƌ ‘&ĂůƐĞ ? ?dŚĞ
% of correct responses are shown in this table for QA1 and QA4, and the difference between 
ƚŚĞƚǁŽ ? ‘ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? ) ?'ƌĞĞŶƐŚŽǁƐƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?ƌĞĚƐŚŽǁƐ ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? 
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Table 5. Correct answers on energy generation in Scotland  
 
As Table 5 shows, all the questions about energy generation saw an increase in the number 
of correct answers in all the juries and in aggregate. The learning on this subject is, on the 
whole, more pronounced than for climate change (13.8% compared with 7.6%), though the 
starting knowledge about energy generation was on the whole lower (average 35.6% for 
energy generation in QA1, compared to 65.8% for climate change). Figures 5 (aggregate) and 
6 (per jury) show an increase in the total number of correct answers that each juror gave 
both at the beginning and the end of the process. Interestingly, although the starting 
ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĂďŽƵƚĞŶĞƌŐǇŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƐƐŝŵŝůĂƌĨŽƌĂůůƚŚƌĞĞũƵƌǇ ?Ɛ ?ƚŚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŐĂŝŶƐĂƚ
Helensburgh   (12.4%) were slightly lower than at Coldstream (15.6%) and Aberfeldy (13.3%), 
even though Aberfeldy is the most knowledgeable group on the subject at the start and at 
the end. In addition, learning at Helensburgh is much lower than the other locations for 
statements (a) and (b), whereas it is much more pronounced for (c) and (d). On the whole, 
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Coldstream is the jury where the information gains seem most prominent. Once we carry 
out analysis of QA2 (end of day 1) and QA3 (start of day 2) we should be able to gauge 
whether those information gains seem influenced by the witness presentations (QA1-QA2), 
by information gathering (QA2-QA3), or by the deliberative phase (QA3-QA4).). 
Figure 5. Total number of correct answers (aggregate for QA1 and QA4)
5
 
                                               
5
 Please note that there is a mistake in the x axis in Figures 13-14, the scale should be 1-5. 
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Figure 6. Total number of correct answers per jury (QA1 and QA4) 
 
In sum in the Scottish ŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ 80% of the information items showed increases in 
information gains on climate change and energy issues
6
 even though little information about 
climate change was presented on Day 1. This would indicate citizeŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐare equipped at 
providing participants with relevant issue information for long term thinking. Interestingly it 
was the Aberfeldy jury - which expressed the most positive opinions about wind farms as we 
show in the next section  W that seemed to have slightly more overall knowledge on both 
topics, both before and after the juries met.  
Preference change 
The second key dimension of considered judgement pertains to preference change. If 
ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?juries are to lead to considered judgement then the preferences of the participants 
should become more informed and considered, with information errors being corrected. 
In deliberative processes participants are expected to revise their preferences on the issues 
at hand in the light of the evidence, opinions and testimonies that they are exposed to 
                                               
6
 ĐĂǀĞĂƚŚĞƌĞŝƐƚŚĂƚǁĞŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚǇĞƚĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚƚĞƐƚƐŽĨƐƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐĂůƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ ? 
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during the learning phase. In this section, we present initial data about preference change 
regarding wind energy and wind farms and consider two components, namely: the extent to 
which preference change occurred, and the direction it took. 
We present the results for three questions on these topics: 
(1) Overall, do you think that wind energy development has had a positive or negative 
effect on Scotland?  
tŚĞƌĞũƵƌŽƌƐĐŽƵůĚĂŶƐǁĞƌ ‘ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ? ? ‘ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ ?Žƌ ‘ŶĞƵƚƌĂů ?Ănd were then invited to 
explain their reasoning. 
(2) "For wind energy, the positives outweigh the negatives."  
Where jurors indicated which of the following statements most closely matches 
their opinion: 'Strongly disagree', 'Slightly disagree', 'Neutral', 'Slightly agree', 
'Strongly agree', 'Don't know'. 
(3) "I support the development of onshore wind farms in appropriate locations."  
Where jurors indicated which of the following statements most closely matches 
their opinion: 'Strongly disagree', 'Slightly disagree', 'Neutral', 'Slightly agree', 
'Strongly agree', 'Don't know'. 
Figure 7 shows the aggregate variation between the start of day 1 and the end of day 2 with 
ƌĞŐĂƌĚƚŽƚŚĞũƵƌŽƌƐ ?ǀŝĞǁŽŶǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ ?ŽǀĞƌĂůů ?ǁŝŶĚĞŶĞƌŐǇĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŚĂƐŚĂĚĂƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ
or negative impact on Scotland. We can see that by the end of the process fewer jurors felt 
that overall impact was positive (-4 jurors) or neutral (-6 jurors), and a greater number of 
jurors felt that overall impact was negative (+10 jurors).  
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Figure 1. Positive or negative impact of wind energy development (aggregate)
7
 
However, this overall picture conceals a more complex story when we analyse the same 
results jury by jury. As Figure 8 shows [please note again that the y axis features different 
scales], Coldstream saw a very slight change towards negative (+1) or neutral (+1) stances. 
Helensburgh saw a considerable change towards negative (+8) and no participants felt the 
impacts were positive (-5) by the end of day 2. Finally, Aberfeldy saw a change towards 
positive (+3), although an additional juror felt the impacts were negative (+1). Interestingly, 
this jury had an initial high level of positive answers (8), like Coldstream (7) and a high level 
of neutral stances (8), as both Coldstream (6) and Helensburgh (7) did.   
                                               
7
 Please note that the y axis is different in both figures by mistake.  
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Figure 2.  Positive or negative impact of wind energy per jury 
ĞůŽǁ ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ƐĞĞ ŽǆƉůŽƚƐ ĨŽƌ ǀŝĞǁƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ  ‘&Žƌ ǁŝŶĚ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ? ƚŚĞ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞƐ
ŽƵƚǁĞŝŐŚƚŚĞŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞƐ ? ?ŽǆƉůŽƚ1 shows the distribution of views at the start of the process 
(QA1). Although the aggregate suggests that overall there was considerable initial support 
for the statement, once we look at the distribution per jury, once again, the picture is more 
complex and shows a range of opinions. While jurors in Coldstream and Aberfeldy started 
with similar levels of agreement about the statement, Helensburgh featured more jurors 
who disagreed from the start. 
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Boxplot 1. Positives of wind energy outweigh negatives (at the start of the juries) 
In Boxplot 2 we can see how the level of agreement with the statement changed overall 
when we take into account the aggregate data of the 3 juries from the start of day 1 to the 
end of day 2.  
Boxplot 2. Positives outweigh negatives (aggregates for start and end of the process) 
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Below are the tables of frequencies for the Boxplots above pertaining to the aggregate data 
for the 3 juries. Initially, 53% of the jurors agreed with the statement, while 16% disagreed, 
 ? ?A? ĂŶƐǁĞƌĞĚ  ‘ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ŬŶŽǁ ? ĂŶĚ  ? ?A?  ‘ŶĞƵƚƌĂů ? ? Ǉ ƚŚĞ ĞŶĚŽĨ ƚŚĞ ũƵƌǇ ? ƚŚĞ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ ŽĨ
those agreeing with the statement decreased to 38%, while the number of jurors 
ĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞŝŶŐ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ ƚŽ  ? ?A? ? ƚŚĞ ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ  ‘ŶĞƵƚƌĂů ? ĂŶƐǁĞƌƐ ĞŶƚ ƵƉ ƐůŝŐŚƚůǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ
ŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨ ‘ĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁ ?ĂůŵŽƐƚĚŝƐĂƉpeared.  
ĂǇ ? ?Y ? ?^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ ? ?&ŽƌǁŝŶĚĞŶĞƌŐǇ ?ƚŚĞƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞƐŽƵƚǁĞŝŐŚƚŚĞŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞƐ ? 
 
 
 
 
ĂǇ ? ?Y ? ?^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ ? ?&ŽƌǁŝŶĚĞŶĞƌŐǇ ?ƚŚĞƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞƐŽƵƚǁĞŝŐŚƚŚĞŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞƐ ? 
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/ŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨƚŚĞũƵƌŽƌƐ ?ǀŝĞǁƐŽŶǁŝŶĚĨĂƌŵƐ ?ŽǆƉůŽƚ3 shows that in aggregate the majority 
ŽĨũƵƌŽƌƐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ ‘ƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨǁŝŶĚĨĂƌŵƐŝŶĂƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƚƚŚĞƐƚĂƌƚŽĨ
the process. Nonetheless, that support was stronger in Coldstream and Aberfeldy, while 
Helensburgh featured a broader spread of responses. When we examine the aggregate data 
to see the overall extent and direction of preference change (Boxplot 4 and frequency 
tables) a similar picture to that regarding the previously discussed statement about wind 
energy emerges. At the start of the juries, 69% of participants agreed with the statement, 
ǁŚŝůĞ ? ?A?ĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞĚĂŶĚ ?A?ĂŶƐǁĞƌĞĚ ‘ŶĞƵƚƌĂů ? ?ǇƚŚĞĞŶĚŽĨ ƚŚĞũƵƌŝĞƐ ?ƚŚĞƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞŽĨ
those agreeing decreased to 46%, while those disagreeing doubled to 40%, and those 
ĂŶƐǁĞƌŝŶŐ ‘ŶĞƵƚƌĂů ?ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƐůŝŐŚƚůǇƚŽ ? ?%. 
Boxplot 3. Support wind farms in appropriate locations (start of day 1; aggregate and per jury) 
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Boxplot 4. Support wind farms in appropriate locations (start and end of the process; aggregate) 
ĂǇ ? ?Y ? ?^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ ? ?/ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨŽŶƐŚŽƌĞǁŝŶĚĨĂƌŵƐŝŶĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
 
 
 
ĂǇ ? ?Y ? ?^ƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ ? ?/ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨŽŶƐŚŽƌĞǁŝŶĚĨĂƌŵƐŝŶĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
 
 
   Support Appropriate |      Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
-----------------------+----------------------------------- 
     Strongly Disagree |         12       25.53       25.53 
     Slightly Disagree |          7       14.89       40.43 
               Neutral |          6       12.77       53.19 
        Slightly Agree |         12       25.53       78.72 
        Strongly Agree |         10       21.28      100.00 
-----------------------+----------------------------------- 
                 Total |         47      100.00 
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In jury 1 (Coldstream) there was a slight move from wind farms being seen positively to 
negatively, although post deliberation most jurors were neutral  Wa position we will be able 
to explore when analysing the qualitative data, and exploring in me detail who within each 
jury changed their opinion. In jury 2 (Helensburgh) we witnessed a considerable move to 
wind farms being perceived negatively. In contrast, in jury 3 (Aberfeldy) some jurors who 
originally saw wind farms neutrally now saw them as positive. In the Scottish Citizens ? Juries, 
the witness information that was presented was similar
8
 and the Handbook materials were 
the same, and all juries saw some learning on the topic of climate change and energy. The 
primary difference between juries is that Helensburgh learnt least about both topics, despite 
a considerably lower starting knowledge about climate change. In addition, early reflections 
by the jury evaluators note that deliberation was limited in the Helensburgh jury. These 
observations will be drawn upon in more detail as the qualitative data is analysed and 
synthesised with the quantitative information. 
Nevertheless, the survey results do indicate that there is no guarantee that participating in a 
ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌǇǁŝůů ůĞĂĚƚŽŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌůŽŶŐ-term thinking over environmental 
issues such as renewable energy, as we see negative attitudes towards climate change and 
wind farms in the Helensburgh jury. However, although as part of the research project we 
have surveyed the CJ participants to measure their preference change, this is not the 
purpose of cŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ ? ďƵƚ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŽĂŐƌĞĞŽŶ ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞ ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ  W which all 
juries successfully performed regardless of their opinions about wind energy development. 
It is to analysis of the collectively produced principles that we now turn. 
Generating and Analysing the :ƵƌŝĞƐ ?ŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞWrinciples 
Each jury was tasked with developing a set of principles to guide decision-making about 
wind farm developments in Scotland. It is important to note that the jurors were not given a 
pre-determined set of dimensions to consider, and there was enough variation in the 
presentations given by different experts during the learning phase to suggest that their 
principles do not necessarily follow from the framing done by the experts. For instance, 
there are issues that were mentioned during the presentations and that then were not 
considered important for deliberation. In addition, the jurors decided on the actual agenda 
for deliberation through a facilitated process that sought to enable individual preferences to 
be expressed without the pressures of group norming. This took place as follows. At the end 
                                               
8
 Nonetheless, our qualitative data suggests that the effectiveness in the delivery of that information by the witnesses varied 
from witness to witness, as well as between the juries. This is another dimension for our future analysis. 
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ŽĨĚĂǇ ? ?ĞĂĐŚũƵƌŽƌǁĂƐĂƐŬĞĚƚŽǁƌŝƚĞŽŶĂƉŽƐƚĐĂƌĚ “ǁhatever matters most to you on this 
ŝƐƐƵĞ ? ?ƚƚŚĞƐƚĂƌƚŽĨĚĂǇ ? ?ƚŚĞƉŽƐƚĐĂƌĚƐǁĞƌĞŐŝǀĞŶďĂĐŬƚŽĞĂĐŚũƵƌŽƌ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞǇƐŚĂƌĞĚ
them with the group reflecting on what they had written, and whether that still represented 
their thoughts after the 2-3 weeks break. While sharing their main concerns, the organisers 
captured key ideas on cards that were displayed in the Facilitation Wall so that the jurors 
could assess if their thoughts were accurately represented. Then the jury read through all 
the ideas on the wall and worked as a group to cluster them by themes. Those themes 
structured the agenda for deliberation. The jury was then split into two groups, and each of 
them deliberated on each of those themes in turn, producing a set of agreed principles. 
Then both groups were brought together in plenary to share, deliberate, reconcile or rethink 
the principles they had produced. By the end of this process, the jury as a whole agreed a set 
ŽĨƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐďƵŝůƚŽŶĂƉƌŽĐĞƐƐƚŚĂƚǁĞŶƚĨƌŽŵĞĂĐŚũƵƌŽƌƐ ?ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĐŽŶĐerns to collectively 
produced statements. 
For the analysis of those statements, three members of our research team worked 
separately on open coding. Then we met to see to what extent we had coded in similar 
fashion, and went through a process of reciprocal justification until the codes were 
reconciled and consolidated. This resulted in the research codes represented in Table 6 
below. 
Table 6. Percentage of statements by code (& no. of statements) 
Themes 
Jury 1 Jury 2 Jury 3 
Energy mix 
23% (3) 21% (3) 28% (6) 
Impact 
23% (3) 21% (3) 19% (4) 
Evidence 
15% (2) 14% (2) 9% (2) 
Public responsibility in energy use 
7% (1) 7% (1) 4% (1) 
Who gains? 
7% (1) 7% (1) 9% (2) 
Who pays? 
 14% (2)  
Limits 
7% (1)  9% (2) 
Monitoring & reviewing 
7% (1) 14% (2)  
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Public involvement in decision making 
7% (1)  19% (4) 
 
 
Similarities 
Taking into account the process by which each jury arrived at their set of principles, it is 
striking that the majority of statements fall within 5 areas of concern (see Table 6) present 
across the 3 juries, namely, considerations about 
x the desirable energy mix for Scotland, 
x the characteristics of the evidence needed for decision-making, 
x the range of impacts that should be taken into account for decision-making, 
x the role of public responsibility i.e. reducing energy consumption, 
x and the question of who gains from this energy source. 
Despite the evidence from the survey data (which suggests a different evolution regarding 
juror preferences in each jury) it is interesting to note that all the juries focused their efforts 
on these particular areas of concern, and the bulk of their statements belong to them (75% 
in jury 1; 70% in jury 2; 69% in jury 3). This suggests that, despite their differences, there was 
significant overlap in terms of what mattered most to each jury when thinking about WF 
development and decision-making. 
Differences 
Nonetheless, looking at the fine grain of the statements (and beyond the broad categories 
above induced through our coding process) also reveals clear differences. These differences, 
when considered in the light of survey and participant observation data, reflect the 
idiosyncrasies of each jury's composition and evolution throughout the process. The 
similarities outlined above refer to those broad areas of consideration shared across the 
juries, but four 4 other dimensions only came up in the statements of particular juries, 
namely: 
x The establishment of limits to wind farm development. This came up in juries 1 and 
3, but not in jury 2, perhaps because jury 2 actually rejected the premise that there 
should be wind farms at all, and therefore establishing limits would imply accepting 
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the premise of the need for wind farms. It is important to note that despite the 
rejection of wind energy in favour of other energy sources, jury 2 still spent 
considerable time and effort outlining principles related to the quality of evidence, 
measurement of impacts and energy mix considerations to be taken into account 
when deciding about wind farm development. In these areas, their principles were 
rather similar to those in the other juries.  
x Consideration of basic parameters for monitoring and reviewing wind farm 
developments. These principles came up in juries 1 and 2, but not in jury 3, which 
interestingly happens to be the place where there have been wind farms for years. 
x Considerations about 'who pays' for wind farm development. This came up in the 
statements by jury 2, where the majority of jurors concluded with a negative 
individual view of wind farms, to some extent also reflected in some of their 
principles. 
x The need for public involvement in decision-making processes. This came up in 
statements from juries 1 and 3. Interestingly, these were also the juries were jurors' 
individual views at the end of the process were relatively more favourable than in 
jury 2. Evidence from session 4 of the jury (which took place after the statements 
had been agreed, and was about who should be involved in decision making and 
how) also suggests that jury 2 seemed fairly happy with traditional mechanisms for 
consultation (e.g. public meetings and hearings, community councils). In contrast, 
juries 1 and 3 reflected on the need for new mechanisms including the citizens' jury 
format that they had just experienced. 
There is more to be said about the differences between the statements included in each of 
the areas of concern shared across the juries, but that is beyond the scope of this paper. The 
intention here is to provide an introduction to the statements in order to contextualise our 
reflection on the extent to which each jury generated principles that indicate a concern for 
long-term thinking. 
Thinking about the future? 
dŚĞƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐƚŚĂƚĐĂŶďĞŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞĚĂƐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐƚŚĞũƵƌŝĞƐ ?ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĨŽƌƚŚĞĨƵƚƵƌĞďĞůŽŶŐ
to two main categories; namely, those referring to environmental sustainability (Table 7) 
and those considering the need for monitoring and reviewing (Table 8).  
Table 7. Examples of statements related to environmental sustainability  
Code Jury 1 Jury 2 Jury 3 
Energy mix We should explore & exploit 
only renewable sources of 
energy 
Small scale alternatives 
should be encouraged / 
enforced on all new build 
properties (housing / 
commercial) e.g. solar 
Traditional energy sources 
can be part of the energy 
mix if they are made 
cleaner, but they must be 
phased out and replaced 
by 100% renewables. 
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panels, heat exchanges   
We should accept that 
onshore wind power is a 
short term solution and 
have a flexible, adaptable 
long term plan 
Efficiency should be defined 
transparently.  Comparisons 
of efficiency should include 
total costs: 
x Long lasting 
x Construction cost 
x Running cost 
x Decommissioning cost 
x Reliability of supply 
x Security/risk 
x CO2/environmental cost 
There should be 
independent impartial cost 
benefit analysis and 
comparison of all energy 
sources by a qualified body 
so that all costs (financial, 
social and environmental 
etc) can be quantified and 
qualified and decisions can 
be made that ensure 
personal and general public 
benefit.  
 
There should be a clear 
assessment of the benefit 
of wind farms as a source 
of clean energy  W in 
comparison with other 
sources of energy.  This 
assessment should include 
construction, sourcing 
materials (mining & 
transport) 
 
Impacts When considering 
impacts/benefits the 
following things must be 
taken into consideration: 
x Effect on tourism 
x Environmental quality 
x Future of humanity 
x Quality of life 
x Look at the longer term 
timescale 
x Effects on existing 
infrastructure 
x Wind farms should 
benefit the whole 
community (money, 
employment, energy 
from farm) 
There should be a full 
environmental impact 
assessment, independently 
undertaken & funded by 
energy companies including: 
x Impact on all species 
x Construction 
x Large  W scale visual 
imaging  
x Visual impact 
x Tourism 
 
We accept that there will 
be some visual impact 
from wind farms  W but this 
should be minimised, 
especially in areas of 
natural beauty or tourism 
 
The decision on wind farm 
should seek to minimize 
negative impacts 
 
dŚĞƌĞ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŶŽ t& ?Ɛ
because of their 
environmental impact (no 
evidence benefits) 
 
We should minimise 
impact on human and 
natural activities 
 Wildlife and environmental 
protection should be a 
fundamental consideration, 
and energy companies 
should fund independent 
monitoring and 
conservation.  
There should be an 
assessment of the impact 
on all wildlife which might 
be affected; and the wind 
farm development should 
seek to minimise these 
impacts 
 
Public 
responsibility 
in energy use 
We should also reduce energy 
demand/use (e.g. by 
education) 
 
Energy use in the home 
should be reduced  
 
We should lead by 
example by doing what we 
can to reduce emissions:  
x Including reducing 
our energy use 
x Adapting to climate 
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ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ 
 
Who gains?   Environmental impact 
should rule over financial 
gain to the wind farm 
developer & land owner 
 
Despite differences in: a) how environmental sustainability was understood and articulated 
by each jury, and b) what role each jury envisioned for wind energy in a sustainable future, 
Table 7 shows that long-ƚĞƌŵ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ƵŶĚĞƌƉŝŶŶĞĚ Ă ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ũƵƌŝĞƐ ?
principles. This was the case regardless of whether they were considering how to decide on 
the desirable energy mix, what impacts should be discussed in wind farm development 
plans, or their discussions on the role of public responsibility in energy consumption. Clearly, 
long-term environmental cŽŶĐĞƌŶƐǁĞƌĞĐĞŶƚƌĂůŝŶƚŚĞũƵƌŽƌƐ ?ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?
In addition, another sign of long-term thinking can be found in the statements produced by 
juries 1 and 2 with regard to the need for monitoring and reviewing wind farm 
developments once they are in place (Table 8). This suggests that these juries were also 
particularly keen on ensuring that decisions can always be revised and reverted in the future 
in the light of new evidence.  
Table 8. Statements related to monitoring and reviewing 
Jury 1 Jury 2 
We should monitor positive & negative 
impacts of wind farms & be willing to 
adapt or remove the windmills 
accordingly 
 
Be willing to review the decision in the 
light of the evidence 
Costs & benefits should be regularly reviewed in an independent & 
evidence based way, to ensure that the business case remains valid.  
The costs & benefits should be presented together and openly 
available to the public.  
 
Any conditions imposed on developers must be enforced (e.g. 
dismantling a road) 
 
It is important to note that the task faced by these juries was rather abstract and broad  Wi.e. 
coming up with a set of principles W and thus admittedly this may have created more space 
for long-term thinking than a more concrete and immediate task  Wi.e. should a new wind 
farm be developed in this area? Nonetheless, the evidence across the three cases shows 
that the jurors did not merely focus on immediate issues and interests. Their final 
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statements suggest that the juries put considerable effort into developing and agreeing 
principles based on long-term thinking for decision making about wind farms in Scotland. 
Conclusion 
The promotion of environmental sustainability requires long-term thinking and the sacrifice 
of short-term self-interest. However, a key premise of deliberative democracy is that 
through public reasoning long term thinking and policy making can be developed, and 
consequently many have linked this approach to decision-making with environmental 
rationality. Mini-publics have been the most used method to achieve deliberative 
democracy in practice ǁŝƚŚ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚ ƚǇƉĞ ?dŚĞŝƌ ĂĚǀŽĐĂƚŽƌƐ ĐůĂŝŵ
that they can produce considered judgement, as post deliberation citizens gain relevant 
information and use this to reflect upon their existing preferences. This considered 
judgement is thought to enhance long term thinking. ŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ?ǁŚĞŶĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐĂƌĞ
engaged with issues relevant to the environment, such as energy policy, we should see 
evidence of greater environmental rationality. In our project we seek to scrutinise these 
claims empirically, through a study of three citizens ? juries in Scotland on on-shore wind 
farms. This should also ŚĞůƉƵƐĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚƚŚĂƚĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ?ũƵƌŝĞƐ ?ĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝŶŐ
on the same issue, will lead to comparable considered and long-term judgements. 
Our initial survey findings suggest that there were significant information gains in all the 
juries. Our preliminary data analysis indicates that jury 2 had lower information gains than 
juries 1 and 3. Jury 2 was also the one where at the end of the process there were mostly 
negative opinions about wind farms. Our findings also indicate significant preference change 
in all the juries. Most interestingly, those shifts took different directions in each jury. 
Although it is too early to read too much into this, we want to note that jury 1  Win a location 
without wind farms W saw preference change towards more neutral opinions; jury 2  Win a 
location with proposed and planned wind farms W saw a considerable shift towards negative 
opinions; and jury 3  Win a location with wind farms W saw preference changes towards more 
positive opinions. However, despite the different evolution of each jury, there seem to be 
some similarities in the frameworks of principles that they generated to fulfil their task that 
show clear signs of environmental rationality and certainly long-term thinking. Therefore, 
although the participants in the juries have not discarded their own interests in favour of 
environmental interests, they have at least realised, to a greater extent, why energy 
generation is crucial to environmental debates and how their own interests are connected 
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to the environmental wellbeing of Scotland. This is what Eckersley predicted democratic 
deliberation on environmental issues might produce (Eckersley, 2000: 120).  
Environmental sustainability is not an objective concept (Arias-Maldonado, 2007: 247) or a 
 ‘ĨŝǆĞĚ ŐŽĂů ?  ?EŝĞŵĞǇĞƌ ?  ? ? ? ?: 367). Indeed as already discussed there are environmental 
arguments for and against renewable energy and wind farms too. Therefore the most 
important contribution that ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ could make to environmentalism, is enabling 
public debate on the varying and competing interpretations of sustainability in a given 
ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ? /Ĩ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ĂĐĐĞƉƚĞĚ ƚŚĞŶ  ‘ƚŚĞƌĞ is a necessary link connecting an open view of 
ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇĂŶĚĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝǀĞƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ?  ?ƌŝĂƐ-Maldonado, 2007, p. 247). The ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ? ũƵƌŝĞƐ 
have enabled a sample of citizens to do exactly this. In this way, the citizens ? juires may help 
to shape long term thinking about windfarm developments in Scotland. 
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